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January 17,2011 

VIA EMAIL AND MESSENGER 

JefTS. Jordan 
Supervising Attomey 
Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E. Street, N.W. 
Wasfaington, D.C. 20436 

Re: MUR 6433 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

On befaalf of Lentz for Congress and Joseph G. Sauder, as treasurer, (collectively, the "Lentz 
Committee") tfais letter is submitted in response to tfae Complaint filed by Andrew J. Reilly on 
November IS, 2010. An executed Statement of Designation of Counsel accompanies tfais 
response. 

The Complaint claims tfaat Lentz Committee campaign workers and volunteers faelped a third 
party candidate, Jim Scfaneller, get onto tiie ballot, tfaereby triggering contiibutions from tiie 
Lentz Committee to Scfaneller. But tfae Complaint fails to allege any sucfa contribution. To tfae 
contrary, tfae Complaint alleges tfaat tfae two campaigns shared volunteeis, fiom wfaicfa no 
contribution would have resulted. The Commission should, tfaerefore, find no reason to believe 
that the Lentz Conunittee violated the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2 U.S.C. § 431 er seq., 
(the "Act"), and dismiss the matter immediately. 

L Facts 

Lentz for Congiess was the authorized pnncipal campaign committee ftir Bryan Lentz, who ran 
for Congress in Pennsylvania's 7tfa Congressional District ui tfae November 2010 election. Mr. 
Lentz's opponents in the race were Patrick Meehan and James Scfaneller. 
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Mr. Schneller attempted to qualify for tfae general election ballot by collecting tfae requisite 
number of signatures on nominating petitions. Tfae Complaint alleges that tfae Lentz Committee, 
seeing an opportunity to split tfae votes of like-minded individuals between Mr. Meehan and Mr. 
Schneller, encouraged volunteers to assist Mr. Schneller in his signature collecting effort The 
Complaint claims to identify several local Democrats and Lentz Conunittee volunteers who 
circulated petitions for Scfaneller. It alleges no payment by die Lentz Coinmittee tfaat was 

^ directly attributable to tfae Scfaneller campaign. Wfaile it claims tfaat someone paid a notary 
^ public $ 100 to notarize petitions for Scfaneller at an insurance office, and tfaat neitfaer Lentz nor 
Q Schneller reported an in-kind contribution as a result, it does not explain wliy these payments 
rH would have resulted in eontrihulions to or expenditures by the Lentz campaign. The Lentz 
^̂  Committee did not make tfais payment. Tfae Complaint alleges no otfaer violation. 

^ II. Legal Analysis 
Hi 
^ Tfae Commission may find ''reason to believe" only if a complaint sets fortfa sufficient specific 

facts, wfaicfa, if proven tme, would constitute a vioUnion of the Act See 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d). 
Unwarranted legal conclusions from asserted facts or mere speculation will not be accepted as 
trae, and provide no independent basis for investigalion. See Commissioners Mason, Sandstrom, 
Smith and Thomas, Statement ef Reasons, MUR 4960 (Dec. 21,2001). 

The Complaint alleges, that because die Lentz Committee bod nn interest in tfae success of Mr. 
Scfaneller's qualification for tfae ballot, and because volimteers associated witii tfae Democratic 
Party and tfae Lentz Coinmittee circulated Scfaneller petitions, tfae Lentz Conimittee must faave 
made unreported contributions to tfae Scfaneller campaign. But this does not follow fiom 
Commission rules. And, in fact, the Ck>mplaint presents no evidence of any in-kind contribution. 

Furst, tfae Act and Commission regulations provide tfaat tfae "value of services provided witiiout 
compensation by any individual who volunteers on befaalf of a candidate m political conmiittee 
is not a contribution." 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(B)(I); 11 C.F.R. § 100.74. Thns, tiie allegation tiiat 
individuals associated witfa tfae Lentz Committee and tfae Democratic Party collected signatures 
for Scfaneller does not present a contributiaii under the Aet. To tfae contraiy, such activities 
would hnve been specifically exempt frcm the definition of "contribution." Tfae Ccanplaint does 
allege that a "Lentz supporter" hosted a "notary party" in an insurance office for indiviriiiab who 
collected Scfaneller's signature, and tfaat tfae notaiy was paid $100 in casfa. But it does not explain 
why any oftfaese alleged payments, which were said to faave been made to qualify an opposing 
candidate for tfae ballot would faave resulted in an in-kind contribution to the Lentz CommiUee. 
To tfae contraiy, it says tfaat "[mjost certainly Scfaneller's campaign benefitted [sic] from tfae 
notaiy's services ..." Complaint at 2-3. Nor does it claim tfaat tfae Lentz Conunittee made tfaese 
payments. 
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Second. Commission rales provide tfaat "expenditures for rem, personnel... and otfaer day-to­
day costs of political committees need not be attributed to individual candidates, unless tfaese 
expenditures are made on befaalf of a clearly identified candidate and the expenditures can be 
directiy attributed to tiiat candidate." 11 C.F.R. § 106.1(cKl). Thus, even if tiie Lentz 
Committee had used staff and resources to aid in the signature gathering, no contribution to 
Schneller would faave resulted, unless tfae Lentz Conimittee faad incurred specific costs directly 

^ attributable to Scfaneller - and it did not. 
CD 
p For tfae reasons set fortii above, tfae Lentz Committee respectfully requests tfaat tfae Commission 
HI find no reason to believe tfaat tfae Lentz Committee violated tfae Act and dismiss tfais matter 
Nl immediately. 

0 
Veiy traly yours. 

Brian G. Svoboda 
Counsel to Lentz for Congress and Josepfa G. Sauder, Treasurer 
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
999 E Street NW 
Waahlngton, DC 20463 

STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
Please usa ona fbrm for each RespondentfCitent 

cn FAX f2021219.3923 
O 
^ MUR #6433 
0 
M NAME OF COUNSEL: Brian G. Svoboda NH 
^ FIRM: Parkins Cola. LLP 

0 ADDRESS: 70013th Street. NW Suite 600 
rrl 

-̂ i Washinaton. DC 200D5 

TELEPHONE-OFFICE f2021434-1^ 

FAX (2021434-1690 

Tha above-named Indhrldual and/orflrm Is hereby designated as my 
counael and is authorized to receive any notlflcaUons and other communfcallons 
from the Commlsalon apd to act on my behalf before tha Commission. 

Data' ^^Respondent/Client Signature Title 

RESPONDENT/CUENT: 

MAIUNG 
ADDRESS: Lantz for ConarBss and Joseph G, Saudar. TrBasurer 

P.O. Box 1846 Madia. PA 19064 

TELEPHONE- HOME ( 1 

BUSINESS ( L 

Infomwtlon Is Iwing lougM as part of an Invwtlganon balng condUBlail Iiy tha Fadarai Efaction 
Commlaalon and tha eoRfldantlalKy previalona of 2 tJ.SX. § 437g(aX12)(A} apply. Thla aaetlon 
prohibita making publla any Invaatlgation eonduelad by tha Fadarai Election Oommiaaion wKhout 
tho axpraaa wrlllan oonaant of the paraon undar Invaatigatf on. 

Rav.200B 
7ia944001A.EaAL199S7SI I.l 


